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#165.  Please see Response #92. 
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The attachment was the letter from Citizens Against Recreational Eviction.

#166.  Please see Response #94.  The California Public Resources Code, §5019.53, defines a “State Park”
as a geographical area that consists “. . . of relatively spacious areas of outstanding scenic or natural
character, oftentimes also containing significant historical, archaeological, ecological, geological, or other
similar values.” It continues to state the purpose of state parks, which . . . “shall be to preserve
outstanding natural, scenic, and cultural values, indigenous aquatic and terrestrial fauna and flora, and the
most significant examples of ecological regions of California, such as the Sierra Nevada, northeast
volcanic, great valley, coastal strip, Klamath-Siskiyou Mountains, southwest mountains and valleys,
redwoods, foothills and low coastal mountains, and desert and desert mountains. Each state park shall be
managed as a composite whole in order to restore, protect, and maintain its native environmental
complexes to the extent compatible with the primary purpose for which the Park was established.
According to the California Department of Park & Recreation’s Resource Management Directives
(RMD), “State Parks” is a term traditionally given to “all units of the State Park System (except for
historical monuments) known before 1961.” 

The Department of Parks & Recreation is directed to subscribe to California Public Resources Code,
§5024.  “Each state agency shall formulate policies to preserve and maintain, when prudent and feasible,
all state-owned historical resources under its jurisdiction listed in or potentially eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places the California State Register of Historic Resources.”  The
Department is also obliged to comply with section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as
Amended, if the Federal government provides financial assistance to, or issues a permit for a project that
may affect properties listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. First, it must
consider the impact of the project on historic properties. Second, it must seek the Council's comments on
the project. section 106 originally applied only to properties actually listed in the National Register;
however, in 1976, Congress extended its provisions to properties not yet listed, but that still met the
criteria.  Nowhere in section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, California Public Resources
Code, §5024, or the Resource Management Directives mandate unfettered public access to a historic
property. They were created to ensure that preservation values are factored into state and federal agency
planning decisions regarding historic resources.

According to the National Register and the National Historic Trail nomination and cooperative
management and use plan, Coyote Canyon is a historic “route,” not a “road” or “highway.” Its historic
significance lies as the path taken by the two Anza expeditions of 1774-1775 and 1776. The Spanish
explorers either rode horses or mules, or walked alongside their cattle and pack animals.  Coyote Canyon
is open to the public for non-vehicular access.

The 1996 Cooperative Management and Use Plan for the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail
recommends that State Agencies “manage, protect, and maintain historic trail segments under their
jurisdiction.” That means that the California Department of State Parks & Recreation must follow PRC
5014, section 106, and its Resource Management Directives which all state that historic resources “shall
be protected against damaging or degrading influences, including deterioration or adverse modification of
its environment.”  Large numbers of users or uncontrolled public access to this potential historic resource
may result in its degradation. Therefore, it may be necessary to reduce the amount of or type of use along
this stretch of road for its protection and preservation.

For example, the Federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) manages approximately twenty-seven
miles of the historic Anza Trail route just south of the Park. The route includes the significant historic
sites of Pilot Knob, Yuha Well, and the San Sebastian Marsh/San Felipe Creek, which BLM manages as a
sensitive natural and cultural area. While BLM plans to mark and interpret the Anza Trail in this area, it
rerouted the public’s access along the trail around San Sebastian Marsh to protect its natural and cultural
resources.
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#167.  Please see Responses #113 & #114.  CSP strives to meet its Mission through the
identification of appropriate goals and guidelines in the General Plan, as well as through existing
cultural resource stewardship and management.  The goals and guidelines strive to provide
recreational opportunities while protecting the abundant natural and cultural resources of the
Park.  The General Plan proposes 0.42% of the Park as cultural preserve (not 0.004%) and only
0.71% of the Park for the public support facilities (Focused Use Zones I & II) such as
campgrounds, information and entrance facilities and visitor centers.   Additionally, although
there are many recorded sites, not all of the sites would still be intact.  Of the 623,800-acre Park,
462,900 acres are proposed for wilderness designation.  Existing wilderness accounts for 64.94%
of the Park and will be increased by 9.27% under the Preferred Plan to 74.21%.  Although
vehicles will continue to travel on existing roads and park alongside them, the wilderness
designation will provide an additional level of protection by removing the potential for direct
vehicular impacts to cultural resources.  The backcountry zone (open to primitive car camping
and mountain bikes, not allowed in wilderness) comprises 19.86% of the Park.  If Alternative 3
were selected, 7.13 % of the Park would be in natural/cultural preserve, an area ten times the size
of the land designated for recreational facilities.  However, it is the intention of CSP to protect the
resources present, maintain the integrity of the cultural preserve classification (based on site data
and not a percentage) within these areas, and allow recreational use nearby that will not adversely
affect the resource. CSP was not willing to exclude many recreational uses based on large land
use designations within these areas.  Should additional studies indicate that cultural preserves are
needed, the General Plan states such preserves may be designated after GP approval.  

#168.  Please see Response #114.  Katherine Siva Saubel, a Cahuilla Elder, and Carmen Lucas,
Kwaaymii Elder, both worked with Manfred Knaak during the Resource Inventory phase of the
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park® General Plan.  Carmen Lucas was contracted to provide a report
documenting historical information about her family and the Kwaaymii people, in general.  The
report from Carmen Lucas included specific information about geographic locations used by the
Kwaaymii people that now lie within the Park.  Mrs. Saubel provided some family history
information to the Resource Inventory team, which included information on aboriginal uses of
Coyote Canyon and some Cahuilla place names.  Additionally, Native American Heritage
Commission was provided the opportunity to comment on the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park®

General Plan through the CEQA process with distribution through the State Clearinghouse for
both the Notice of Preparation and the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

#169.  All Native American groups in Imperial County, Riverside County, and San Diego County
were sent notices of the General Plan Public Meetings.  Carmen Lucas attended a focus-group
meeting of environmental groups.  Sue Wade, Colorado Desert District Archaeologist, and
Michael Sampson, Archaeologist assigned to the General Plan, met with Carmen Lucas on
February 17, 2002 specifically to gather her input for the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park® General
Plan.  Michael Sampson wrote letters in March 2002 to every Native American group
(Kumeyaay, Cahuilla, and Cupeño) identified in a list from the California Native American
Heritage Commission that might have an interest in Anza-Borrego Desert State Park®.  The letters
informed each addressee about the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park® General Plan and explained
how to obtain information about the General Plan.  The letter further noted that a large number of
prehistoric archaeological sites and other historic properties are found in Anza-Borrego Desert State

Park®.  The letter from Michael Sampson requested input and contained an offer to meet directly
with General Plan staff.  The General Plan has received no replies from Native American groups
as a result of the March 2002 letters.  In December 2002, Michael Sampson wrote a letter to
Carmen Lucas to provide information on the status of the 
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park® General Plan.
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The incomplete nature of the request for information from the NAHC Sacred Lands File appears to be more

of a misunderstanding between the Archaeologist at the Department’s Southern Service Center and staff at

the Native American Heritage Commission.  The vast size of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park® (over 600,000

acres) is unusual, so, the Commission staff person may not have understood that the General Plan team

needed information on any known Sacred Sites in all land within the 35 USGS Quadrangles cited in the

original request.  A request for a Sacred Land File from the Native American Heritage Commission was

resubmitted on April 4, 2003.
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#170.  Please see Responses #65, #93 and #100

#171.  Please see Responses #36, #40, and #155.

#172.   The General Plan is a program EIR and therefore general in nature.  As design
detail becomes available with the proposal of specific projects, CSP will conduct
additional environmental review under CEQA.  Resource inventories, including a
Recreation Resources Inventory, were prepared to allow CSP to plan facilities and
management zones in the most appropriate areas to serve the public yet protect the
resources on site.  CSP has qualified recreational, natural, cultural, and interpretive
resource specialists on staff that are familiar with many of the resources at the Park.

#173.   Please see Response #12.
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#174.  Please see Response #13.

#175.  Please see Responses #43 and #155.

#176.  Please see Responses #43-58 and#70.
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#177.  Please see Responses #54 and #59.

#178.  Please see Responses #11 and #69.
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#179.  Please see Responses #40, #43 and #100.

#180.  Please see Response #64.

#181.  Please see Response #62.

#182.  Please see Responses #12, #13, #38, and #44.
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#183.  Please see Response #44. 

#184.  Please see Response #12. 
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#185.  Please see Response #40. 

#186.  Please see Responses #36 and #64 and #155. 

#187.  In a park with over 600,000 acres, visitor counts, particularly outside of the Park 
visitor center and horse camp area are not fully identifiable.  This is recognized for all 
user groups, including equestrians.  Recent park management does not charge for 
entrance to the Park at any of the paved entrances or for camping in unimproved areas.  
Therefore, data retrieved at the Visitor Center, Borrego Palm Canyon Campground and 
Horse Camp is the most accurate.  The park rangers take visitor counts and develop 
conversion factors but these are estimates and not comparable to the more accurate 
counts from smaller parks with entrance stations.  CSP would be interested in data you 
may provide that more accurately reflects equestrian usage at Anza-Borrego Desert State 
Park.

#188  CSP would like to clarify that the General Plan establishes different management 
zones, not units.  Units refer to separate State Park landholdings and include State Parks, 
State Beaches, State Historic Parks, and State Reserves.  In Section 3.2.4, under the 
headings “Social Experience” for each management zone, a description of visitor density 
is proposed to address carrying capacity.  Because of the programmatic nature of the 
General Plan, specific carrying capacity numbers cannot be reasonably generated.
Carrying capacity issues will be addressed for future site specific proposals and 
management plans based on the desired future conditions (both socially and 
environmentally) set forth by the General Plan. 

Developing carrying capacity based on numbers of visitors is extremely difficult because 
human behavior is unpredictable and can be very destructive or low impact based on 
individual choice.  The University of Montana Visitor Study sought to understand and 
measure the desires of the public as to what conditions they would want park 
management to establish.  The study identified the types of recreational uses and the 
intensity of those uses desired.  The results of the study were utilized to develop the goals 
and guidelines in the General Plan. 

#189.  We agree that it is important to inventory and monitor existing uses and conditions 
and CSP strives to do this at every opportunity, (Please see Section 2.4.2, final 
paragraph). Please see Response #36. 

#190.  Please see Responses #65 and #93.
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#191.  Please see Responses #25, #33, #37, #92, and #148.  CSP agrees that site-specific 
resource protection can be implemented without a General Plan and through existing park 
management and stewardship.  However, there is an acknowledged visitor need for new 
facilities as addressed in Section 2.3.7 of the General Plan.  The General Plan must 
provide direction through goals and guidelines for park management to reduce or 
eliminate visitor conflicts and to reduce or eliminated potentially significant 
environmental impacts.  Please also refer to Section 1.2, the Purpose of the General Plan. 
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#192.  Thank you for your support of the Preferred Alternative in the Preliminary General 
Plan/Draft EIR. 

#193.  This is an excellent idea and will be initiated through the Park information centers 
and park interpretation programs.  Please also see Responses #54 and #91. 

#194.  Please see Response #51. State Parks intends to work as a partner with the local 
community and interested agencies to assist in developing long and short term solutions 
to the water issues within and adjacent to the Park.  State Parks has a planner on staff to 
address these needs and she has been involved with the Borrego Valley Management 
Plan.
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#195.  Thank you for your support. 

#196.  Please see Response #54. The wording under Fire Management Guideline or Page 
3-25 will be changed to “… originating within and adjacent to the Park.” 

#197.  Thank you for the support. 

#198.  Thank you for the support. 

#199.  Please see Response #51, #193 and #194.
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#200.  Thank you for your enthusiastic support. 
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